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market  summary 


",  The  long  period  of  hand-to-mouth  buying  of  sugar  ended  in  June  when  buyers  ap- 
parently became  convinced  that  sugar  prices  had  reached  bottom,  at  least  temporari- 
ly, and  when  procurement  of  supplies  for  the  peak  consuming  season  could,  no  longer 
be  delayed,,    June  sugar  distribution  by  primary  distributors  rose  to  the  second 
highest  June  on  record  and  the  month  ended  with  a  wave  of  contract  buying  for  future 
delivery  in  anticipation  of  an  increase  in  prices  of  refined  sugar,,    The  extent  of 
this  contract  buying  is  not  fully  determined  but  it  is  clear  that  the  volume  was 
large.    In  view  of  these  developments  and  the  continuing  strong  demand  and  high  dis- 
tribution in  July,  the  determination  of  domestic  consumption  requirements  was 
raised  to  7,200,000  tons  on  July  26,  19U&. 

The  duty-paid  price  of  raw  sugar  reached  its  low  point  for  the  year  to  date 
or.  May  12,  at  5  cents  per  pound.    This  was  down  1^32  cents  per  pound  from  the  early 
January  level.    On  May  25  when  the  consumption  requirements  determination  was  re- 
vised downward  from  7 ,500^000. tons,  to  7,000,000,  the  duty-paid  spot  price  was  5.15 
cents,  •  The  immediate  effect  of  the  <GQ} 000-ton  cut  was  to  raise  the  duty-paid  price 
10  points  and  to  lower  Cuban  f.a.s0  world  price  10  points.     The  duty-paid  domestic 
price  was  still  5-25  cents  on  June  15  when  the  market  began  to  feel  the  effects  of 
higher  distribution  of  refined  sugar  and  a  stronger  demand  for  raws.    The  price  of 
raw  sugar  was  further  strengthened  by  the  settlement  of  East  Coast  refinery  strikes 
and  the  inability  of  some  domestic  producing  areas  to  fill  their  entire  marketing 
quotas.    The  situation  resulting  from  the  latter  cause  was  relieved  July  12  when 
deficits  of  75,000  tons  for  Hawaii  and  100,000  tons  for  the  mainland  cane  areas  were 
reallotted.to  Puerto  Rico  and  Cuba.    The  restoration  of  200,000  tons  in  the  deter- 
mination of  domestic  consumption  requirements  on  July  26  was  followed  by  a  decline  of 
5  cents  per  100  pounds  in  the  duty-paid  price  of  raw  sugar  to  5.70  cents  per  pound, 
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the  level  it  had  been  generally  since  July  9.    This  is  70  cents  per  100  pounds 
''above  the  May  12  low  point,  but  62  cents  below  the  price  of  early  January. 

Prices  of  refined  and  beet  sugar  continued  weak  until  the  end  of  May,  dropping 
from  the  January  price  of  8.1|0  cents  to  7.50  cents  for  refined  cane  sugar  in  the 
Eastern  areas  and  to  7.1*0  cents  in  the  Southern  and  Chicago-West  territory.  The 
discount  on  beet  sugar  increased  from  10  cents  to  20  cents  per  100  pounds.    In  ad- 
dition, allowances  for  freight  absorptions  of  16^  cents  per  100  pounds  were  being 
made  to  entice  buying.    These  practices  were  ended  in  the  closing  days  of  May.  In 
late  June  prices  of  refined  sugar  rose  to  7.75  cents' per  pound  but  sellers  general-  ! 
ly  took  contracts  for  future  delivery,  up  to  30  days,  at  the  previous  prices.  Cur- 
rently quoted  prices  for  refined  sugar  are  65  cents  per  100  pounds  below  those  of 
early  January  and  prices  of  beet  sugar  are  down  75  cents  per  100  pounds  for  the 
corresponding  period. 

Retail  prices  fell  from  9.9  cents  to  9»h  cents  per  pound  from  January  to  March,  | 
In  May  the  average  retail  price  was  9.3  cents  and  on  June  15  it  was  reported  at  9.2/ ( 

Cuban  Supplies.    The  Cuban  sugar  supply  situation,  based  on  reports  of  the 
CQban  Stabilization  Institute,  adjusted  for  the  July  26.  revision  of  the  determina- 
tion of "consumption  requirements  in  the  US, is  approximately  as  f oil ows :  (short  tons)  \ 

U.S.  free  quota  2,77U,000 

U.S.  retained  quota  .  ,  7Uj000 

Local  consumption  quota  227^000 

Special  quota  .    .  1,1+20,000 

Other  countries,  free  quota  2,231>OQO 
TOTAL  6,726,000 
Of  the  "special  quota,"  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  purchased  1  million 
tons.    Of  the  "other  countries  free  quota,"  unconfirmed  trade  reports  indicate 
that  perhaps  1,800,000  to  2,000,000  tons  may  have  been  sold.    Reports  that  Cuba  has 
sold  around  1|00,000  to  600,000  tons  of  free  quota  world  sugar  since  the  middle  of 
May  is  one  of  the  outstanding  developments  in  the  world  sugar  situation  in  recent 
weeks.     The  increase  amounting  to  32 h, 000  tons  in  the  US  import  quota  from  Cuba  in 
19U8  as  a  result  of  the  allocation  of  domestic  deficits  on  July  12  and  the  increase  j 
in  the  domestic  requirements  July  26,  are  the  other  outstanding  developments  in  the 
Cuban  sugar  supply  situation. 

Puerto  Rican  Supplies.    Latest  indications  are  that  Puerto  Rican  production 
will  be  around  1,106,000  tons.    This  is  approximately  30,000  tons  below  the  Easter 
estimate.    With  Puerto  Rico's  present  quota  for  shipments  to  the  continental  US 
of  982,000  tons  and  its  local  consumption  quota  of  100,000  tons,  the  apparent 
surplus  of  Puerto  Rican  sugar  has  largely  disappeared. 
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Cuban  prices  of  raw  sugar  for  shipment  to  world  markets  have  been  lower  in  19k8  than  in  19U7.  Starting 
in  January  at  below  U  cents  per  pound,  they  rose  in  April  to       cents,  then  declined  to  k  cents  by 
July.    Eaw  sugar  costs  to  domestic  refineries  fell  from  6.32  cents  in  early  January  to  5  cents  in  May, 
then  recovered  to  5.7  cents  by  July.    Wholesale  refined  sugar  declined  in  January,  February,  and  Hay 
but  in  late  June  the  quoted  prices  recovered  to  the  April  level.    Retail  prices  fell  from  9.?  cents  in 
January  to  9.U  cents  in  March  and  to  9.3  cents  in  May. 
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June  produced  the  year's  heaviest  monthly  distribution  of  sugar  and  the  first 
advance  of  the  year  in  refined  sugar  prices.    Distribution  by  primary  distributors 
for  June  was  over  800,000  short  tons,  raw  value,  and  the  price  advance  coming  at 
the  end  of  June  brought  wholesale  prices  for  refined  cane  sugar  back  to  the  17.75 
level  which  prevailed  from  February    9  to  May  13e    Wholesale  prices  were  still  65 
cents  under  the  prices  which  prevailed  in  e? rly  January.    Index  numbers  of  whole- 
sale sugar  prices  based  on  1935-39  averages  were  below  those  of  sugar  at  retail  an 
the  indexes  for  prices  of  all  foods  and  of  prices  paid  and  prices  received  by 
farmers,  and  farm  wage  rates.    Retail  prices  on  June  15  were  at  an  average  9«2 
cent  level,  1/5  cent  less  than  in  March  and  April  and  7/10  of  a  cent  lower  than  in 
January  1948.    The  indexes  of  growers'  estimated  income  from  sugar  beets  and  sugar 
cane  during  the  first  part  of  the  year  indicated  lower  ro  burns  than  for  1947. 

On  July  12,  announcement  was  made  of  the  proration  of  an  additional  175,000  \ 
short  tons,  raw  value,  of  sugar  quota  to  Puerto  Rico  and  Cuba.    This  proration  was] 
made  when  it  was  determined  that  Hawaii  would  not  be  able,  by  75,000  tons,  to 
market  its  quota  and  that  marketings  from  the  mainland  cane  sugar  area  could  be 
expected  to  fall  100,000  tons  short  of  its  current  quota.    Heavy  trading  in  the  Noi 
5  (domestic)  futures  contract  occurred  during  the  vreek  ended  July  16  and  prices 
declined  6  to  13  points.    World  contract  futures  during  the  same  week  rose  1  to 
3  points. 

Temporary  shortages  of  sugar  existed  in  some  eastern  areas  of  the  country  due 
to  the  fact  that  several  refineries  had  been  closed  because  of  labor  difficulties/^ 
^ith  three  east  coast  refineries  closed  by  strikes  for  over  3  months,  supplies  of  1 
refined  sugar  in  the  respective  trade  areas  became  quite  depleted.    Recently,  how- 
ever, these  refineries  reopened,  although  one  continues  to  experience  some  labor 
difficulties.    Inability  of  consumers  to  find  the  kind  and  quantity  of  sugar  they 
want  probably  will  disappear  as  soon  as  distribution  pipelines  in  these  several 
areas  become  filled  again. 

With  the  recent  recovery  of  25  cents  per  100  pounds  in  wholesale  prices  of 
refined  sugar,  most  refiners  and  beet  processors  took  contracts  for  future  delivery 
within  30  days  at  the  previous  lower    prices.    Average  retail  prices,  according  to 
latest  available  data,  have  not  reflected  the  entire  amounts  of  the  earlier  de- 
clines.   For  example,  in  January,  when  the  gross  wholesale  price  was  8„40  cents 
per  pound,  .  the  average  retail  price  was  9.90  cents  per  pound, .  a  spread  of  1.50 
cents o    In  April,  when  the  wholesale  price  was  7.75  cents  per  pound,  the  average 
retail  price  was  9.40  cents,  a  spread  of  1,65  cents.    In  June,  with  wholesale 
prices  at  7.50  cents  per  pound  for  most  of  the  month,  retail  prices  averaged  9.20 
cents,  a  spread  of  1.70  cents. 

Raw  Sugar  Prices  Reach  Low  in  Hay  -  Differentials  Change  -  Raw  sugar  prices,  duty- 
paid  basis,  New  York,  declined  during  the  first  5  months  of  the  year  but  recovered 
sufficiently  during  the  latter  part  of  June  and  the  early  part  of  July  to  bring 
them  back  to  approximately  the  levels  prevailing  during  the  last  half  of  January. 
The  range  in  duty-paid  raws  was  $1.32  per  100  pounds  from  a  high  of  $6.32  to  a  low 
of  $5.00,  but  88  percent  of  the  daily  prices  fell  within  the  50-cent  range  between 
$5,70  and  $5.20.  " 

The  differential  between  raws  duty-paid  New  York  basis  and  world  raws  f.a.s. 
Cuba  declined  steadily  during  the  first  5  months  of  the  year,  from  ^1.88  per  100 
pounds  in  January  to  87  cents  in  May. 

The  spread  between  current  prices  of  raw  and  refined  sugar  was  larger  than 
normal  throughout  the  first  half  of  1948,  but  declined  considerably  at  a  time  wh 
the  recovery  in  prices  of  raw  sugar  preceded  that  of  refined  sugar.    At  the  be- 
ginning of  July  the  current  spread  was  about  the  same  as  it  was  at  the  beginning 
of  January, 
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Table  1  1948  RAW  SUGAR  PRICES,  BY  DAIS 

Duty  Paid  Basis,  New  York 
 (dollars  per  100 -lbs,) 


Day  of  Month        Jam  Feb,  Mar&  Apr.  May  June  July 

1  5.50  5o40  5.25  5*60 

2  6.32  5o57  5c50  5*40  5*25  5»£0 

3  5.50  5.50  5.20  5.28 

4  .  5*50  5.45  5C2Q  5.28 

 5.  6.32  5.45  5*45  5...4Q  5.a.20  

6  6,32  5.45  5*40  5»20  5*60 

7  6.32  5*40  5ol7  5*30  5.60 

8  6.32  5.40  5.40  5.25  5.65 

9  6.32  5.45  5.40  5e38  5c25  5.70 
 10  _   5^45  '  5.40  5*10  5,25 

11  5.45  5  c  40  5.05  5p20 

12  5,70  5.40  5*38  5o00  5.75 

13  5*70  5«50  5.37  5.05  5.70 

14  5.65  5*37  5.10  5.20  5-70 

15  5.60  5o38  5»37  5.25  5.70 

16  5.60  5,50  5.38  5.37        -  5.30  5.70 

17  5.55  5.38  5*10  5.35 

18  5.55  5o30  5.10  5*35 

19  5o60  5.55  5=30  5.37  5,10  5#70 
 20.  :  5*6.0.  5*55  5,37  5*15.  .$....70  

21  5.65  5.35  5*15  5c38  5.70 

22  5.65  5.40  5.32  5.40  5.75 

23  5,65  5*45  5.32  5*45  5.75 

24  5,55  5.45  5.15  5.^5 
 25.  ,  5...70...  5.45  5ol5  5.50 

26  5»65  5.48  5.35  5.15  5.75 

27  5.65  5.48  5,35  5.25  5.70 

28  5.57  5.30  5»25  5*55 

29  .           5.57  5.45  5.20  5,60 

30  5.57              *  5.45  5o20  5.-60 

31  5.40 

Avg,              5=83  5.51  5.42  5.35  5=14  5.35 

Days  for  which  no  prices  shown  were  Saturdays,  Sundays,  or  holidays 

Source:    New  York  Coffee"1  and  Sugar. Exchange 


Table  2  1948  REFINED  SUGAR  PRICES,  BY  PERIODS 

■Wholesale,  New  York  Basis  1/ 
(dollars  per  100  lbso) 


Source:    New  York  Journal  of  Commerce 
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Table  3  194-8  RAW  SUGAR  PRICES,  BY  DAYS 

f.0a«sp  Cuba 


(dollars 

per  100 

lbs.) 

iy  of  T/bnth 

Jan„. 

Feb, 

Mar, 

Apri 

May 

June 

July 

1 

4.40 

4.30 

4.15 

£.00 

2 

4.15 

4*40 

4.30 

4.15 

Loo 

3 

4.20 

4,35 

4.40 

4.15 

4 

4.20 

4.30 

4.40 

4.15 

 ,. 

 4*15  

 4,3.5.  

 4...1Q  

 .4,.3.5  

6 

* 

4,10 

4,35 

4.35 

4,00 

7 

* 

4.45 

4,30 

4.15 

4*00 

8 

-* 

4.25 

4,45 

4.15 

4.00 

9 

4ol0 

4.25 

4.45 

4.13 

4.00 

 10  

 4,00  

 4,1.5  

4.13 

11 

4.00 

4.15 

4,13 

4.10 

12 

# 

4.10 

•    4. 50 

4.18 

4.05 

13 

4.20 

4.50 

4.20 

4*05 

14 

4.45 

4.20 

4.10 

4.05 

 .15  



4-10 

4.45 

4.10 

 4..Q5. 

16 

3.75 

.  4.25 

4.10 

4,45 

4.05 

4.05 

17 

4.25 

4.25 

4.25 

4.00 

18 

4c  2  5 

4.25 

4.25 

4.00 

19 

3.75 

4,35 

4.30. 

4.45 

4.25 

k.  10 

20 

 3,75... 

4*40 

4.45 

4,25 

h.io 

21 

3.75 

4.45 

4.25 

3.95 

h.10 

22 

3=85 

4.30 

4.45 

3.90 

k.  n 

23 

4*00 

4.30 

4.45 

3.90 

h.  12 

24 

4.40 

4.30 

4.30 

3.90 

 25  

4.40 

 .4,30... 

4.30 

4*00 

26 

4*10 

4.40 

4.45 

4.30 

h.12 

27 

4.10 

4o40 

4.45 

4.25 

28 

4.10 

4,45 

4.20 

4.10 

29 

4c  10 

4.30 

4*45 

4.00 

30 

4.15 

4.30 

4.40 

4.00 

31 

4,30 

Avg. 

3.95 

4.23 

4o26 

4.20 

4*27 

4*06 

*  No  trading. 


Days  for  which  no  prices  shown  were  Saturdays,  Sundays,  or  holidays 
Source:    New  York  Journal  -of  Coirmierce  "« 
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Table  h  RETAIL  SUGAR  PRICES  BY  CITIES  1/  • 

Annual  Averages  19U6  and  19 1*7  j  Jan. -Apr.  19l*8  by  Months 
^  (Cents  per  pound)   


1 9)i6 

X74U 

1  9)i7 

X74 1 

191*8 

-A  Vg. 

r &V  a 

iviarcn 

iipx  X  X 

\JX1X  Ocu   O  ocLOtJo 

7  7 

9  7 
7  •  / 

9  9 
7.7 

O  ZL 
7*5 

9  )> 
7  c  i* 

il  u  JLdll  od. 

7  < 

9  A 
^7  .  O 

Q  7 
7.  1 

7el 

9.0 

Q  1 
7  .X 

1  +  -i  mn^p 

JJCL J_  UJJ.UVJX  C  >i 

7  6 

9  7 
7.  [ 

9  9 
7  «7 

Q  1. 

9.3 

9  ^ 
7*5 

T^n  Trn  *i  n  O'Vt  ^  m 

-UJ_x  I.LLIl  t^ildhl 

>  /  o 

9  < 
7  O 

9  £ 
7  .  O 

Q  ). 
7oU 

o  o 
7.3 

Q  1 
7.x 

7  6 

(  «  u 

9  )i 

7  e  4 

9  < 
7  6  P 

7  o  d. 

o  r\ 

7  oU 

9  1 
7.X 

■i-J  X  J-vJ-tj  ~-  J  WX    1/  • 

7.7 

.9  8 

9  9 
7.7 

Q  7 
7-  I 

Q  "3 
7.3 

9  < 
7  O 

Buffalo 

7.6 

9  >7 

7  a  1 

9  9 
7*7 

0  £ 
7«P 

7  «U 

9  "3 
7  »  S> 

Butte 

8.5 

10.9 

11  8 

XX  o  J 

XX  e  J 

i  n  .7 

xu  a  ( 

,  Cedar  Rapids  -. 

7.9 

10  c  2 

10  "3 

xv  o  ^> 

i  n  i 
xu.  X 

i  n  i 
xu .  X 

9  9 

7  r.7 

.  (IhaTleston       S<,  C« 

-7.7 

9»9 

SOS 

9.9 

0  7 
7o  I 

9  A 

7  eO 

9  6 

7  <>  u 

Chicago 

7.9 

9.9 

10.  ? 

Q-  Q 
7.7 

0  £ 
7  O 

9  Ji 

7  e  U 

Cincinnati 

7.7 

10.0 

10.0 

JL-\J  ft  ^-7 

7  o  O 

O  1. 
7  *U 

9  )i 

7  (U 

:  Cleveland 

7e8 

9  9 

7.7 

10  1 

7  eO 

Q  P 
7.0 

9  7 
7  •  i 

f!o~l  nmhufl 

\^           UJ  1 1  kJ  LX  o 

7  9 

I  ,7 

ion 

i  n  i 

O  P 
7.0 

7.7 

9  A 
7  c  O 

Dallas 

X7CX  _I_  -j_CX  o 

7  8 

9  7 

7.e  / 

inn 

7.5 

9.3 

O  O 
7  •  C 

X7            V  X 

8,0 

in  )> 

XU  n  u 

TO  A 

1U<«U 

10^0 

XU.U 

7  7 

in  i 

XSJ  c  J- 

in  9 

XU  •  c 

10,  2 

9o9 

o  o 

7.7 

Fall  River 

X  Cl.-L.-l-     XIX  V  W  X 

7  8 
i .  u 

9  7 
7.  / 

9  7 
7o  / 

y  oh 

7  «a 

Houston 

7  ^ 

1  O 

9 

9  A 
7  oO 

9.3 

9el 

P  O 
0.7 

■I.  \  t  *■  1 .1  '  x  1  lrL[  llJ  1   R.  t~ 

7  9 
i  .7 

in  )■ 

XU  cU 

o  P 
7.0 

9,5 

7iU 

-Triples  on 

7  8 

9  9 

7  r7 

inn 

XU.  u 

Q  /C 

9.6 

9.3 

Q  1 
7  .J- 

Jacksonvi  Tip 

\J  £X  vll  ' — >  Wl  X  V  _L_  _1_— L.  v> 

7  )i 
i  •  4 

9  »i 

7  c-4 

9  < 

7c> 

o  o 
7 

7c0 

P  Q 
0  .7 

Kansas  City 

8.0 

_Lv7  r  J_ 

i  n  < 

XU  (»p 

O  "7 
7.  ( 

Q  O 
7o7 

0  Q 
7.7 

Knoxville 

"10  )i 

i  n  £ 

xu  -.p 

10  oi| 

10  o0 

inn 
xu.  u 

Little  Rock 

7  9 

I  «7 

9  7 

7  e  1 

inn 
xu.u 

Q  d 
7«5 

9o5 

7.3 

XJ V_  O  AJlgVXVlJ 

7.6 

1  0  u 

9  < 
7.P 

9  A 
7»o 

9a2 

9.3 

Q  9 
7  -  C. 

Timii  civi  lip 

7  8 

i  n  i 

in  *3 

XU.  _j 

10,0 

9.8 

Q  7 
7.  ( 

Mari  pVipcii-  pr 

7  8 

9  R 

XUoU 

9.7 

9*2 

7«.2 

MprniVhi 

7  7 

9  R 
7  .O 

Q  o 
7.7 

9c6 

9:-5 

O  1. 
7.4 

Milwaiikpp 

lvi.  JL»  -L_  V  VCX  UXw  v> 

7  9 

1  «7 

in  i 

■1XJ  ill 

in  "3 
xuo 

9.9 

9.)  7 

7.  / 

M*5  nnpa"nrj"L"i  s 

1-lXJ.lll^u.U  vxxo 

7  9 

1  «7 

in  i 

in  ^ 

XUp  p 

10*3 

10*0 

XUoU 

Mobile 

7  Ji 
I  «4 

9  ^ 

o  ),  ■ 

7  eU 

9.1 

Q  Q 

OcO 

P  P 
0.0 

NpwaTk- 

AM       »■  U.1        >                                   '  ■ 

7  6 

/  o  U 

9  A 
7  «0 

9  A 
7  .O 

9  )i 
7  «U 

70 

Q  O 

9.3 

New  Haven 

7o8 

9,8 

10«0 

9c6 

9.1* 

7  oP 

New  Orleans 

7*5 

9.3 

9ol 

9.1 

8,9 

8,5 

New  York  • 

7.8 

9.6 

9,8 

9o3 

9o3 

9c3 

.  Norfolk 

7.6 

9.7 

9.9 

9.1* 

9ih 

9.3 

Omaha 

7*6 

9.9 

10.2 

9.8 

9.7 

9.5 

Peoria 

7.8 

10o0 

10.3 

10  oO 

9.9 

9,7 

Philadelphia 

7.1* 

9.U 

9.5 

9.1 

9.0 

9.0 

Pittsburgh 

7.7 

lOoO 

10,1 

9.7 

9o6 

9.6 

( Continued) 
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July  19U8 


19U6 

19U7 

19U8 

Avg. 

Avg. 

Jan. 

Feb. 

March 

April 

Portland,  Maine 

7.9 

9.8 

10.0 

9.h 

9.3 

9.2 

Portland,  Oregon 

7.7 

9.8 

10.2 

10.0 

.  10,0 

9.9 

Providence 

7.6 

9.5 

9.5 

9.2 

9.1 

9.0 

Richmond 

7.6 

9.6 

9.5 

9.1 

9.2 

9.2 

.Rochester 

7.7 

9,7 

9.8 

9.6 

9.6 

9.5 

St.  Louis 

7.8 

9.9 

10.0 

9.6 

9.5 

9.U 

St.  Paul 

8.0 

lo.h 

10.8 

10.7 

10.3 

10.1 

Salt  Lake  City 

8.1 

10.  if 

10.8 

10.it 

10. U 

10.2 

San  Francisco 

7.5 

9.5 

9.7 

9.k 

9.3 

9.3 

.  Savannah 

7.6 

9.5 

9.5 

9.2 

8.7 

8.8 

ocrd.nx»on  . 

n  £ 

9. 1 

9.7 

9.0 

8.8 

8.9 

Seattle 

7.7 

9.8 

10.2 

9.7 

9.6 

9.6 

Springfield 

7.8 

10.2 

10.ii 

10.2 

9.8 

9.8 

Washington,  D.  C. 

7.5 

9.5 

9.8 

9o5 

9.U 

9.h 

Wichita 

7-.8 

10.2 

10.5  < 

10.1 

9.8 

9.8 

Winston-Salem 

7.8 

10.1 

10.2 

9.9 

9.7 

9.7 

1/  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

•    RETAIL  SUGAR  PRICES 


United  States  average*  retail  sugar  prices  rose  from  9.5  cents  to  9»?  cents  per 
pound  from  January  to  December  19 hi  and  fell  from  9.9  cents  to  9»h  cents  from 
January  to  March  191*8.    The  prices  were  9„3  cents  in  May  and  9.2  cents  in  June.  1/ 
The  margin  between  wholesale  and  retail  prices  widened,  for  the  country  as  a  whoTe 
during  the  first  four  months  of  191*3  as  wholesale  prices  fell  more  rapidly  than 
retail  prices. 

In  April  19l*8  retail  prices  ranged  from  8.5  cents  per  pound  in  Hew  Orleans,  Louisi 
ana,  to- 10.7  cents  in  Butte,  Montana.     In  general,  there  was  a  tendency  for  retail 
prices  to  be  lower  in 'the  coastal  areas  and  higher  at  interior  points,  reflecting 
the  transportation  costs  of  shipping  su^ar  from  seaboard  refineries.    For. example, 
the  prices  in  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania,  during  19)48  were  9.6  cents  to  10.1  cents, 
while  the  prices  in  Baltimore  were  from  9.3  cents  to  9.9  cents.    However,  the 
relationship  between  such  costs  and  reported  retail  prices  does  not  appear  to  be 
particularly  close.     There  has  also  been  a  pronounced  tendency  for  the  difference 
in  reported  retail  prices  in  various  cities  to  increase  as  wholesale  prices  have 
fluctuated  more  widely  in  the  past  tw6  years.     In  19 1*6  under  stable  wholesale 
prices,  price  ceilings,  and  subsidies,  retail 'prices  in  59  percent  of  the  cities 
ranged  within  0.2  cent  per  pound.     In'^arch  19U8,  only  27  percent  of  the  prices 
reported  by  cities  fell  within  this  range. 


1/    Prices  by  cities  not  available  for  May  and  June. 
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U.  S. 


Jan. 
~9^ 


Atlanta  J73 
Baltimore  9.h 
Birmingham  9 . 0 
Boston  9.2 
Bridgeport  9.$ 
Buffalo  9.5 

Butte  10.ii 
Cedar  Rapids  9.7 
Crarleston,S.  C.  9.6 
Chicago  9.6 
Cincinnati  9.8 
Cleveland  9.7 
Columbus  9 . 7 

Dallas  9.i 

Denver  10.0 

Detroit  9.9 

Fall  River  9.6 

Houston  9.3 

Indianapolis  9 . 8 

Jackson  9.ii 

Jacksonville  9.1 

Kansas  City  9.8 

Knoxville  10.1 

Little  Rock  9.1; 

Los  Angeles  9.3 

Louisville  9.8 

Manchester  9.6 

Memphis  9.6 

Milwaukee  9 . 9 

Minneapolis  10.0 

Mobile  9.1 

Newark  9.5 

New  Haven  9,7 

New  Orleans  9.3 

New  York  9.5 

lorfolk  9.5 

Omaha     .  9.^ 

Peoria  9.1 

Philadelphia  9.2 

Pittsburgh  9.8 

Portland,  Lie,  - 
Portland,  0re.9.U 

Providence  9.1). 

Richmond  9.1; 

Rochester  9.5 


-  9  - 

.    RETAIL  SUGAR  PRICES  BY  CITIES  1/ 
19U7  by  Months 
(Cents  per  Pound) 
Apr .    May    June  July~Aug7 
9.7 


July  19h8 


Feb.  Mar. 


9.6  97! 

9.5  *9.6 


9.1; 
9.ii 
9.8 

9.7 
10.6 
9.9 
9.7 

9.8 
9.9 
9.8 
9.9 

10.1 

10.0 
9.9 
9.ii 

10,0 

9.5 

9.1 
9.8 
10.3 
9.6 
9.U 
9.8 

9.7 
9.6 
9.9 

10.1 
9.1 
9,6 
9.8 
9.1 
9.6 
9.7 
9.7 
9.3 
9.3 
9.9 
9.9 
9.5 
9.> 

-9,S 
9.6 


9*k 
9.h 
9.8 
9.6 
10.7 
10.0 

9.7 

9.8 

9.9 
9.9 

•  10.0 
9.6 

10.1 

9.9 
9.8 
9.U 
10.3 
SOS 
9.3 
10.1 
10.U 

9.7 
9.ii 
9.8 

9.7 
9.7 
10.2 

10.3 
9.3 
9.6 
9.8 
9.1 
9.6 
9.7 
9.9 
9.8 
9.3 
9.9 
9.8 

9.7 

9.5 

9.6 

9.5 


9.7 

— cnr 
^  o 

9.6 

9.U' 

9.ii 

'  9.8- 

9.9 

10.  h 
9.9 

9.8 ' 
10.0 

ICO 
10.1 

9.7 
10.1 

9.9 

9.8 

9.5 
10.1 

10.0 

9.3 

10.1 

10.ii 

9.7 
9.5 

10.0 

9.9 

9.7 
10.1 
10.2 

9.h 

9.7 

9.8 

9*h 
9.6 

9.7 
9.9 
10.1 
9.U 
9.8 
9.9 
9.9 
9.5 
9.6 
9.6 


9.7 


9.7  9.7 

70  97£  "9V6~"9.7 

9.7  9.6  9.6  9.5  9.8 
9.6  9.6  9.6  9.5  9.5 
9.U    9.U  9.i+    9.5  9.5 

9.8  9.8  9.7    9.6  9.8 

9.8  9.7  9.7  9.7  9.8 
10.8  10.7  10.9  10.9  10.9 
10.U    ~     10. k  lO.ii  lo.ii 

9.9  9.9  9.9  9.9  10.0 
9.9    9.9  9.9 


Sept.  Oct. 

—5—978- 


Nov.    Dec . 


10.0  10.0  10.0 

9.7    9.9  9.9 

10.0  10.0  10.0 
9,7    9.7  9.8 

10.1  10,2  10.1  10.1  10.1 
10.0  10*0  10.1  10.0  10.1 

9.7  9,7 


9.9  '  9.9 
9.9  "9.9 

9.8  10.1 

9.9  10.1 
9,8  9.7 


9  =  7 
9.5 


9.7 
9.5 


9.5  9. 


u 


9.6 
9.5 


10.0  10.1  10.0  10.1  10.3 

10.1  9*9  10.1  10.2  9.7 
9.2    9.3  9.ii 


9.3 
10„1 

10.ii  10., 


9.7 
9.5 


10.0  10,1 

9.8'  9.7 
9.8  9.8 


9-h 

10.0  10.0  10.1  10.1 

10.ii  10.ii  10.ii 

9.7    9.8  10.0 

9.5  9*5 

10.1  10.ii 

9.5  9.9 
9.9  9.8 


9.6 
9.6 


9 
10 


Q 

✓  o 


<; 
1 

7 

9.8 

10.2  10.2  10.2  10.1110. 1 

10.3  lO.ii  10. k  10.3  10uii 


9.3 
9.6 
9.8 

■9.3 
9,6 
9.7 
9.9 


94i 

9.5 
9.8 

9.3 
9.5 
9.6 


9,ii 
9.6 
9.7 
9.3 
9.5 
9.6 


9.3 

9.6 

9.8 

9.3 
9.6 

9.9 


9.ii 
9.6 
9.8 

9.1* 
9.5 
9.7 

10,0  10.0  10.0 

10.2  10.0  10o2  10.2  10.1 

9.h  9.3    9.1  9.5 

9.9  9.9  10.0  10,1 

9.8  9.8 

9..9  10.0  9.9 

9.5  9.ii  9.k 
9*6    9.6  9.5 

9.6  9.6  9.6 


9.u 
9.9 
9.8 


9.8 
9.9 
9.U 
9.6 

9.7 


9.8 
9.9 
9.U 
9.8 
9.8 


"977 
9.8 

9.5 
9.5 
9.9 
9.8 
11.0 
10.3 
10.1 
10.0 
10.0 
10.1 
10.1 

9.7 

10.1 

10.2 
9.7 
9.5 
10.3 
10.2 
9.6 
10.1 
10.5 
10.1 

9.5 

10.3 

9,9 
9.9 
10.1 
10.ii 

9.3 

9.6 

9.9 
9.3 
9.7 
9.9 
10.0 
10-  2 

9.5 

10.0 

9.9 
9.9 
9.5 

9.7 
9.8 


9.9 
~97T 
9.9 
9.6 

9.5 
9.9 
9.8 

11.3 
10.  h 
10.0 
10.2 

10„0 

10.1 

10.0 
10.0 
10.2 
10.2 
9,6 

9.7 

10.ii 

10.2 
9.6 
10.ii 
10.5 
9.8 
9.6 
10.2 
10.0 
9.9 
10.3 
10.5 

9.3 
9.7 

10,0 

9.3 
9.8 

9.9 
10.1 

10.ii 

9.5 
10.1 

9.9 
10.1 
9.5 

9.7 
9.9 


9,9 
"  9.7 
10.0 
9.6 
9S 
9.9 
9.8 

iio5 
10.3 
9.9 
10.2 
10.0 
10.1 

10.1 

10.0 
10.ii 
10.ii 
9.6 
9.6 
10.ii 
10.0 
9.6 
10.5 
10.6 
9.8 
9.6 
10.2 
10.0 
9.9 
10.3 
10.5 
9.14 
9.6 
10.0 
9,h 


9 

9 

10 
10,5 
9.6 
10.1 

9.9 
10.1 

9.5 
9.7 
9.8 


(Continued) 
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July  19U8 

Apr. 

19U7_ 

May 

/  Jan. 

z  eb. 

..  ■ , ... 

Mar. 

d  uric  ouxy  Aug . 

c;'pTn+ 

Nov . 

Dec. 

St.  Louis 

9'.*7 

9.7 

o  o 
7.7 

6  0 
7.7 

00    o  0  bo 

y.y   7.7  7.7 

7.0 

7  •  7 

"10T0 

10.0 

St.  Paul 

9.9 

10.0 

10.  c 

TO  "3 

10.3 

10.5  10.5  10.5  10.5  10.5 

~  i  n  d. 

10.7 

10.7 

Salt  Lake  City 

9.9 

10,1 

TO  O 

10.  c 

TO  "3 
10. J 

10. h  10. U  10. U  10. h  10. U 

X\J  .  ;> 

10.5 

10.7 

San  Francisco 

9.3 

9-3 

n  r' 

7.5 

9.5 

9.5   9.5  9.5 

9.6 

0  A 

7.0 

9.7 

9.7 

Savannah 

9.5 

9.5 

O  C' 

9.5 

0  A 
7.0 

9.5 

9.5    9.5  9.6 

9.5 

0  £ 

7.b 

9.6 

9.6 

Scranton 

9.3 

9.o 

o  /C 
9.o 

0  A 
9.0 

9.7 

9.8    9,7  9.7 

9.7 

Q  7 
9.  f 

9'.  8 

9.7 

Seattle 

9.5 

O  A 

Q  P 
7.0 

0  A 

9»o 

10.0 

9.9    9.8  9.7 

9.8 

Q  A 

7.0 

10.0 

10.0 

Springfield 

9.7 

10.1 

10  cj> 

TO  O 
10.  J 

10.3 

10.3  10.3  10.2 

10.2 

TO  O 

10. U 

10.  U 

Wash.,  D.C.. 

9.3 

O  1, 

o  1. 
7  .U 

O  A 
7.0 

v9.1* 

9.5    9.U  9.U 

9.6 

9  •  f 

9.7 

9.9 

Wichita 

9.9 

O  O 
7.7 

1U  o  U 

TO  O 

1U.  £ 

10.2 

10.2  10.1  10.1 

10.2 

T  O  O 
10.7. 

10.  k 

lo.h 

Winston  Salem 

9.8 

10.0 

TO  O 

10.0 

TO  T 
10.  1 

10.2 

10.1  10.1  10.2 

10.2 

T  O  T 
10.1 

10.2 

10.2 

1/  Bureau  of  Lator  Statistics. 


^  SUGAR  PRICES  BELOW  OTHER  FOODS  

Sugar  prices  were 'kept  below  prices  of  other  foods  throughout  the  period  of  price 
control.    This  was  accomplished  by  means  of  Government  purchases,  production  pro- 
grams, subsidies,  price  ceilings,  rationing,  and  international  allocations.  Price 
rises  for  all  foods  vie  re  checked  from  19 1*3  through  19U5>  but  rose  sharply  after 
the  middle  cf  I9I46.    In  late  19U6  and  19Uf  s  sugar  prices  rose  sharply  in  response 
to  (a)  the  escalator  clauses  of  the  Cuban  Purchase  Contract  which  tied  sugar 
prices  to  increases  in  the  indexes  of  food  and  living  costs,  (b)  the  termination 
of  subsidies,  and  (c)  the  termination  of  duty-free  entries. of  Government-owned 
sugar.    During  the  first  half  of  19 1*8,  the  trend  of  sugar  prices  was  downward. 
Average  prices  for  all  foods  declined  in  February  and  March,  then  rose  in  April, 
May,  and  June.     The  index  of  21)*.  1  for  Jane  was  the  highest  on  record  for  all  foods 
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July  1948 


INDEX  NUMBERS  OF  SUGAR  PRICES  (  WHOLESALE  AND  RETAIL), 
ALL  FOODS,  ANNUAL  1940-47, 
MONTHLY  DECEMBER  1947- JULY  1948 

(  1935-39  =  100  ) 


INDEX 


1935-39  "j      1941  1943     :      1945     :     '47:  JAN.     APR.      JULY  OCT. 

AV.    1940  1942  1944  1946    DEC'47  1948 


*NET  CASH,  NEW  YORK, COMPILED  FROM  LAMB  OR  N  SUGAR  MARKET  REPORTS,  CEILING  PRICES  AND  PMA  -  SUGAR  BRANCH  RECORDS 
*  AS  REPORTED  BY  BUREAU  OF  LABOR  STATISTICS  °PRELIM/NARY 

U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  PRODUCTION  AND  MARKETING  ADMINISTRATION 

From  1941  through  1947  sugar  prices  rose  less  than  prices  of  other  foods.    In  the  first  half  of  1948,  the 
trend  of  sugar  prices  was  down-ward  whereas  the  trend  of  other  food  prices  was  upward.    In  June,  the  price 
index  of  all  foods  was, 214  (the  highest  on  record);  that  for  retail  sugar  was  lC7j  and  that  for  wholesale 
sugar  wa3  158.    In  July  the  index  for  wholesale  sugar  recovered  to  163. 


Sugar  Reports  -  12  -  July  19^8 

Table  6  PRICES  OF  SUGAR  AND  ALL  FOODS 

Annual  19UO-U7,  Monthly  December  19)47  -  July  19U8 
 (1935-39  «  IPO)  

 Refined  Sugar   All 

Wholesale  Retail  Foods 


Period  Price      Index     Price    Index  Index 

$  lb.  ^IbT  ~ 

1/  2/  2/ 


19 3 £-3 9 

U.67 

?00 

5.5 

100" 

-l_  W  v 

100 

19U0 

h.3h 

93 

5.2 

95 

97 

19UL 

h.92 

105 

5.7 

10ii 

106 

19k2 

5.UU 

116 

6.8 

12I4 

121* 

19h3 

5.U9 

118 

6.8 

12ii 

138 

19hk 

5.U6 

117 

6.8 

12U 

136 

19k$ 

5,39 

115 

6.7 

122 

139 

19U6 

6.3U 

136 

7o7 

IhQ 

160 

19hl 

8.12 

17U 

9.7 

176 

19h 

Dec.  19U7 

8.23 

176 

9.9 

180 

207 

Jan.  191*8 

8,05 

172 

9.9 

180 

210 

Feb. 

7»66 

l6it 

9.5 

173 

205 

Mar. 

7.60 

163 

9*k 

171 

202 

Apr; 

7,60 

163 

9.h 

171 

208 

May 

7.U6 

160 

9.3 

169 

211 

June 

7.37 

158 

9,2 

167 

2lli 

July 

7,60  p 

163 

na 

na 

na 

p  Preliminary, 
na    Not  available. 

1/    Net  cash,  New  York,  compiled  from  Lamborn  Sugar  Market 
reports,  ceiling  prices,  and  PMA-Su^ar  Branch  records. 


2/    Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 


Sugar  Reports  -  13  -  July  19^8 

PROSPECTIVE  INCOMES  FRCM  SUGAR  BEETS  AND  SUGAR  CANE  ARE  DOWN 

The  growing  of  sugarcane  and  sugar  beets  requires  large  outlays  for  labor, 
equipment,  and  fertilizers.    During  the  war  and  early  postwar  period  grower  in- 
comes were  aided  by  subsidies  and  price  support  programs  so  that  farmers  were  not 
dependent  entirely  upon  the  incomes  they  could  expect  from  the  market  price  of 
sugar  and  the  Sugar  Act  payments. 

The  price  support  programs  applied  through  19U7  for  sugar  from  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.    Also,  sugar  beet  growers,  in  the  fall  of  19U6,  were 
guaranteed  &lk.£0  per  ton  for  standard  quality  beets  grown  in  19 hi  as  a  means  of 
encouraging  greater  plantings  and  ending  the  sugar  shortage.    The  19h7  crop  in 
Louisiana  was  harvested  and  largely  marketed  before  prices  started  to  break  in 
January  19U8. 

With  the  discontinuance  of  subsidies  and  price  guarantees,  growers  can  look 
only  to  market  prices  and  Sugar  Act  payments  for  returns  from  their  19U8  crops. 
The  basic  rate  of  Sugar  Act  payments  has  been  increased  since  the  prewar  period. 
Moreover,  the  sugar  beet  grower's  share  of  total  returns  usually  increases  at 
higher  price  levels.    Growers  must  consider  both  of  these  factors  in  attempting  to 
translate  current  sugar  prices  into  prospective  returns  from  production.  Current 
prices,  however,  do  not  necessarily  indicate  the  average  level  of  sugar  prices  dur- 
ing the  coming  marketing  seasons.    If  recent  levels  of  sugar  prices  prevail  during 
the  coming  marketing  seasons,  sugarcane  growers  1  incomes  would  be  around  170  per- 
cent of  the  prewar  0-935-39 )  level,  and  sugar  beet  growers'  incomes  would  be 
around  185  percent  compared  with  levels  of  about  195  percent  for  prices  of  things 
farmers  buy,  including  interest  and  taxes;  about  275  percent  for  prices  received 
for  all  products  sold  by  farmers;  nearly  36O  percent  for  farm  wage  rates. 

SUGAR  BEST  ACREAGE  DOWN;  SUGAR  CANE  ACREAGE  STABLE 

The  July  9  report  of  the  Crop  Reporting  Board  shows  19U8  sugar  beet  acreage 
for  the  United  States  is  down  lh  percent  from  19U7.    California  is  the  only  state 
showing  an  increase.    The  19U8  sugar  beet  acreage  as  reported  .by  the  Board  for  Cal- 
ifornia includes  that  in  the  Imperial  Valley  which  was  planted  in  the  fall  of  19U7o 
The  indicated  yield  per  acre  is  above  average  but  not  as  high  as  in  19U7» 

In  Louisiana  the  19U8  cane  acreage  is  unchanged  from  19h7  and  the  yield  per 
acre  is  expected  to  be  above  the  low  yield  of  19U7  but  still  below  normal.  In 
Florida  the  cane  acreage  was  increased  5  percent  and  the  yield  per  acre  is  expected 
to  be  slightly  above  average.    Acreage  comparisons  by  states  are  as  follows: 

Table  7.    19U8  Acreages  of  Sugar  Beets  and  Sugar  Cane  as  a  Percentage  of  19U7 

and  10-year  (1937-U6)  average 

19U8    as    a  19^8  as  a  percent 

State   percent  of  19h7  of  10-yr.  average 

Sugar  beets: 

Ohio  62  hi 

Michigan  89  6U 

Nebraska  66  75 

Montana  83  89 

Idaho  8k  mo 

Wyoming  92  83 

Colorado  >            67  78 

Utah  8U  90 

California  111;  139 

Other                        .  91  117 

Total  sugar  beets  86  97 
Sugar  cane: 

Louisiana  100  105 

Florida  105  1^0 

Total  sugar  cane  101  109 
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Figure  III 

SUGAR  PRICES  AND  GROWERS  INCOME  FROM  SUGAR  BEETS 
COMPARED  WITH  PRICES  PAID  AND  PRICES  RECEIVED  BY  FARMERS 

AND  FARM  WAGE  RATES 

(  1935-39  =  100) 

INDEX  I  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1      I  1  i — -1  1 — 


1935-39        1940  '41  '42  '43  '44  '45  '46  '47    J    F    M    A    M    J  J 


YEARLY     AVERAGES  MONTHLY  AVERAGES 

1/  FOR  ALL  FARM  PRODUCTS 

2y  INCLUDES   SUGAR  ACT  AND  SUPPORT  PAYMENTS 
1/  INCLUDES  INTEREST  AND  TAXES 


Sugar  beet  growers  anticipate  lower  returns  in  19U8  than  in  19ii7  because  of  the  declines  in  prices  of  re- 
fined sugar.    The  anticipated  lower  returns  from  sugar  beets  and  higher  prospective  returns  from  alternative 
products  have  been  partially  reflected  in  the  lower  sugar  beet  acreage  for  19U8* 


SUGAR  EBPOKTS 


JULY  19U6 


FIGURE  4 

SUGAR  PRICES  AND  GROWERS  INCOME  FROM  SUGAR  CANE 
COMPARED  WITH  PRICES  PAID  AND  PRICES  RECEIVED  BY  FARMERS 

AND  FARM  WAGE  RATES 

(  1935-39  =  100  ) 


1935-39        1940  '41  '42  '43  '44  '45  '46  '47     J    F    M    A   M    J  J 


ANNUAL     AVERAGES  MONTHLY  AVERAGES 

ll  FOR  ALL  FARM  PRODUCTS 

2/  INCLUDES  SUGAR  ACT  AND  SUPPORT  PAYMENTS 
h  INCLUDES  INTEREST  AND  TAXES 


The  decline  in  raw  sugar  prices  in  19l|8  indicates  that  cane  growers'  incomes  will  be  much  lower  than  in  19U7 
and  that  the  increase  ever  prewar  returns  will  not  be  proportionate  with  increases  in  prices  recevrod  for 
other  crops,  prices  paid  or  farm  wage  rates. 
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Table  8 


INDEX  NUMBERS  OF 
SUGAR  PRICES  AND  GROWERS'  INCOME 
FROM  SUGAR  CANE  AND  SUGAR  BEETS 
compared  with 
PRICES  PAID  AND  PRICES  RECEIVED  BY  FARMERS 
AND  FARM  WAGE  RATES 

Annual  1940-47  Monthly  Jan. -July  1948 

(1935-39  =  100) 


Period 

Ref  .Cane 
Sugar, Net 
Cash,N.Ya 

Growers ' 

From 

Cane 

Income  1/ 
From 

Beets 

Prices 
Rec'd  by 
Farmers  2/ 

Prices 
Paid  by 
Farmers  3/ 

Farm 

Wage 
Rates 

1940 

93 

99 

105 

93 

97 

107 

1941 

105 

126 

125 

116 

103 

131 

1942 

116 

147 

139 

149 

117 

170 

1943 

118 

150 

171 

179 

127 

224 

1944 

117 

158 

200 

182 

133 

267 

1945 

115 

176 

191 

189 

136 

297 

1946 

136 

197 

203 

218 

152 

320 

1947 

174 

211  p 

216  p 

260 

180 

346 

1948 

Jan.  172 

Feb.  164 

Mar.  163 

Apr.  163 

May  160 

June  158 

July  163 

p  Preliminary 


182  a/ 
174  a/ 
172  a/ 
170)  a/ 
164  a/ 
170  a/ 


211  b/ 

199  b/ 
198  b/ 
198  b/ 
193  V 
186  b/ 


287 
261 
264 
272 
270 
276 


196 
194 
193 
195 
195 
196 


360 


356 


1/  Includes  Sugar  Act  and  support  payments o 

2/  BAE;    For  all  farm  products,, 

3/  BAE;    Including  interest  and  taxes 

4/  BAE;    Farm  Labor 

a/  Calculated  on  basis  that  season  average  price  for  raw  sugar  v/ill  equal  the 
average  raw  sugar  price  for  the  respective  month.    Includes  estimated  Sugar 
Act  payments  of  $1<>20  per  ton  of  cane. 

bAxCalculatesd:  on  basis  that  net  proceeds  from  sugar  sold  will  be  $1.00  less  than 
the  cane  sugar  price  prevailing  in  the  respective  month  and  that  1948  beet 
contract  terms  apply.    Includes  estimated  Sugar  Act  payments  of  $2.50  per  ton 
of  beetso 


Sugar  Reports  _  1?  _  July  19U8 

PRICE  PROVISION  OF  THE  SUGAR  ACT  OF  191+8 

Section  201  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  19U8  requires  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
make  a  determination  of  the  sugar  requirements  of  consumers  in  the  continental  United 
States  for  each  calendar  year0    Among  other  things,,  "...ho  shall    take  into  consider 
tion  the  relationship  between  the  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  that  would 
result  from  such  determination  and  the  general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  at 
compared  with  the  relationship  between  prices  at  wholesale  for  refined  sugar  and  the 
general  cost  of  living  in  the  United  States  obtaining  during  191+7  prior  to  the  ter- 
mination of  price  control  of  sugar  as  indicated  by  the  Consumers  1  Price  Index  as 
published  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  Department  of  Labor," 

Price  controls  were  maintained  on  sugar  through  October  31 ,  19  U7.     Table  8A 
shows  the  level  of  sugar  prices  that  would  maintain  the  relationship  between  sugar 
prices  and  the  cost  of  living ,  and  also  the  actual  quoted  prices  of  refined  cane 
sugar  in  New  York,  by  months. 

Table  8A      COMPARISON  OF  ACTUAL  WHOLESALE  SUGAR  PRICES  JAN. -JUNE  191+8  WITH  PRICES 
COMPUTED  BY  APPLYING  CONSUMERS'  PRICE  INDEX  TO  CONTROLLED  PRICES  IN 
  JANUARY-OCTOBER  19U7  


Wholesale  Sugar  Prices 


Consumers ' 

Quoted  Price  Refined 

Price 

Cane  Sugar 3  N8Y. 

r ormu±a  rrice 

Period 

Index  1/ 

( plants  r>ST*  "lh-^ 

Level  2/ 

19U7 

January 

153.1 

8.09 

February 

153.2 

8,20 

March 

156.3 

8,20 

April 

156.1 

8,25 

May 

156.0 

8.25 

June 

157.1 

8.25 

July 

158.  h 

8.25 

August 

160.3 

8.38 

September 

163.8 

8.2*0 

October  3/ 

163.8 

8,^0 

AVERAGE  10  Mos. 

157.8 

8.27 

November 

16U.9 

8,2+0 

December 

167.O 

8.1*0 

191+8 

January 

168.8 

'8.21 

8.85 

February 

167.5 

7,82 

8.78 

March 

166.9 

7o75 

8.75 

April 

169.3 

7.75 

8.87 

May 

170.5 

7,61 

Q.9h 

June 

171.7 

7.52 

9.00 

July 

7,75  p 

p  -  Preliminary. 
1/  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 

2/  This  is  the  price  that  would  be  required  to  maintain  the  relation- 
ship between  the  price  of  sugar  and  the  Consumers'  Price  Index  (cost- 
of-living)  that  prevailed  during  the  10  months  of  price  control  in  191+7. 
3/  Price  control  ended  October  31.,  192+8. 
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CROP  PRODUCTION  REPORT  l/ 

SUGAR  BEETS:     The  I9I48  planted  acreage  of  sugar  beets  is  estimated  at  816,000 
acres,  compared  with  ^68,000  aoreB  planted  last  year  and  the  average  of 
85lj-,000  acres.    Decreases  from  19hl  are  indicated  in  all  major  producing  States 
except  California,  ■which  shows  an  increase  of  15  percent.    The  California  in- 
crease is  largely  accounted  for  by  the  larger  acreage  of  beets  planted  last  fall 
for  harvest  this  year. 

A  total  of  758*000  acres  is  expected  to  be  harvested  this  year,  compared 
■with  881,000  acres  in  19^4-7  •     This  would  indicate  the  lowest  abandonment  since 
19kl»     Lower  than  usual  abandonment  is  in  prospect  except  in  the  Great  Lakes 
Area  and  in  Colorado, 

Weather  conditions  have  been  only  fair  this  season.    Prolonged  dry  weather 
during  the  planting  season  seriously  interrupted  plantings.    This  dry  period 
was  followed  by  heavy  June  rains,  which  retarded  cultivation  and  caused  many 
weedy  fields.     Considerable  hail  damage  has  also  been  reported  from  s  ome  North- 
Central  and  Northwestern  areas.    Thinning  operations  are  now  progressing 
satisfactorily. 

The  indicated  national  average  yield  of  13  «5  tons  per  acre  gives  a  prospec- 
tive production  of  10,256,000  tons.     This  compares  with  12,50l|.,000  tons  harvest- 
ed last  year  and  the  average  of  9> 771* 000  tons, 

SUGARCANE  ACREAGES:     The  acreage  of  sugarcane  for  sirup  is  estimated  at  97,000 
acres,  the  lowest  of  record  (1909  to  date).     This  year's  total  compares  with 
112,000  acres  in  191+7  and  'the  average  of  12l+,000  acres.     The  sharpest  decline 
occurred  in  Louisiana  where  a  considerable  part  of  last  year's  production  is 
still  on  hand.    Final  utilization  of  sugarcane  acreages  in  Louisiana  and  Florida 
■will  be  determined  by  the  relative  prices  of  sugar  and  sirup,    leather  has  been 
generally  favorable  for  sugarcane  this  season, 

SUGARCANE  FOR  SUGAR  AND  SEED:     The  acreage  of  sugarcane  for  sugar  and  seed  is 
estimated  at  322,900  acres,  compared  with  321,100  acres  in  19^7  an(i  "the  10-year 
average  of  297*1+00  acres.    All  of  the  indicated  increase  took  place  in  Florida 
where  total  acreage  is  estimated  at  37*900  acres,  compared  with  36,100  acres 
last  year.    The  Louisiana  acreage,  which  normally  accounts  for  about  90  percent 
of  the  Nation's  total,  is  unchanged  from  the  191+7  level. 

July  1  conditions  indicate  a  prospective  cane  production  for  sugar  and  seed 
of  6,201,000  tons,  compared  with  5*1+37*000  tons  last  year.     In  Florida,  ^vhere 
the  crop  is  grown  under  water  control,  about  normal  yields  are  expected.  In 
Louisiana  prolonged  dry  weather  during  June  retarded  growth  but  permitted 
cultivation.    Yields  there  are  now  expected  to  be  somewhat  below  average. 


l/    Excerpt  from  Crop  Production  (BAE)  July  9,  I9I48 
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Table  9 

 ,  SUGAR  BEETS 


Acreaj 

Yield 

per  acre 

Production 

Harvested 

r  or 

Indi- 

Indi- 

Average 

ndrves u 

;  Average 

cated 

Average 

cated 

1937-U6 

19U7 

J.7/4U 

:  1937-U6 

19U7 

19U8 

1937-U6 

19U7 

lyko 

Thousand- 

Short  tons 

Thousand  short 

tons 

Ohio 

32 

13 

8  ? 
0. 1 

7  9 

P8Q 

Mich . 

92 

66 

59 

3.5 

6.8 

8-5 

7?Q 

hhS 

Nebr « 

63 

71 

U7 

12,7 

11.3 

11,5 

809 

805 

Mont. 

72 

77 

6I1 

11.9 

11.7 

11.5 

863 

899 

r-J  /" 

736 

Trishn 

62 

103 

87 

lU. 7 

17.1  • 

16.0 

911 

1,761 

1,392 

Wyo. 

ko 

36 

11.9 

12.7 

10.5 

U83 

U57 

3U6 

Colo. 

168 

113 

12.8 

15.2 

13.0 

1,856 

2,5U8 

1,U69 

Utah 

U2 

U5 

38 

13  .U 

16.U 

13.0 

560 

7U0 

U9)4 

Calif . 

1/  128 

156 

178 

15.U 

18.6. 

17.0 

1,9U9 

2,897 

3,026 

Other 

States  108 

138 

126 

11.5 

13,0 

12.8 

1.252 

1,800 

1.615 

U.  S. 

78U 

881 

758 

12.  h 

1U.2 

13.5 

9.771 

12. ^0h 

10,256 

1/  Relates  to  year  of  harvest- (including  acreage  planted  in  preceding  fall). 


Table  10 

 SUGARCANE  FOR  SUGAR  AND  SEED 


Acreage  Yield  &f  cane  per  acre  .Production 


Harvested  For 
Average  harvest 
State       1937-U6    19U7  191*8 

-  Indi- 
Average  cated 
1937-U6  19U7  19U8 

Indi- 

Average  cated 
1937-h6       19U7  19U8 

Thousand  acres 

Short  tons 

Thousand  short  tons 

La.             270.3     285  285 
Fla.             27.1    36.1  37.9 

19.2    15,7  17*5 
31.8    26.6  32.0 

5,200      U,U75  U,988 
859          962  1,213 

Total          297. h  321,1  322.9 

20,3    16^9  19,2 

6,060      5,U37  6,201 

rable  11 

SUGARCANE  FOR  SIRUP 


Acreage 

Harvested 

For 

Average 

harvest 

State 

1937-Uo 

.  19^7 

19h8 

Thousand  acres 

S.C.  ' 

k 

2 

2 

Ga, 

29 

22 

21 

Fla. 

11 

12 

11 

Ala. 

2U 

18 

17 

Mis  s  * 

22 

20 

17 

La, 

30 

36 

27 

Texas 

h 

2 

2 
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Sugar  Reports 


-  21  - 


July  1948 


19L8  SUGAR  DISTRIBUTION 

Sugar  distribution  by  primary  distributors  (beet  processors,  refiners, . 
and  importers)  rose  to  approximately  803,000  tons  in  June.  Moreover, 
this  fails  to  reflect  the  large  volume  of  contract  buying  that  took 
place  in  the  last  few  days  of  the  month  in  anticipation  of  price  in- 
creases in  refined  cane  and  beet  sugar. 

As  a  result  of  the  high  June  figure,  distribution  for  the  first  six 
months  of  the  year  totaled  about  3,249,000  tons.    Since  47.4 
percent  of  the  yearly  distribution  normal. ly  takes  place  in  the  first 
six  months,  distribution  for  that  period  was  equivalent,  on  a  season- 
ally adjusted  basis,  to  an  annual  rate  of  6.9  million  tons.  June 
distribution  alone,  when  adjusted  for  the  normal  seasonal  trend,  was 
at  a  rate  of  over  9  million  tons  annually.    Distribution  continued 
high  into  July  as    deliveries  were  made  on  future  contracts. 


Table  13         SUGAR  DISTRIBUTION  BY  PRIMARY  DISTRIBUTORS,  JAN. -JUNE  1948 

SHOTTING  ANNUAL  RATE  EQUIVALENTS 


Distribution 
Monthly 
(Short  tons 

Accumulated 
Distribution 
,  raw  value) 

Normal 
Distribution 
Percentage  1/ 

Annual  Rate  2/ 
Mo.    Year  to  date 

January 

337,810 

6.2 

5.4 

5.4 

February- 

389,099 

726,909 

7.0 

5.6 

5.5 

March 

565,503 

1,292,412 

8.1 

7.0 

6.1 

April 

557,910 

1,850,322 

9.0 

6.2 

6.1 

May 

595,614 

2,445,936 

8.3 

7.2 

6.3 

June 

802,748  3/  3,248,684 

8.8 

9.1 

6.9 

47.4 

1/  Based  on  years  1935,  1936,  1938,  and  1940  (See  Sugar  Reports  No.  1,  pag 
2/  Millions  of  short  tons,  raw  value. 
3/  Expected  to  be  revised  upward. 
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Sugar  Reports  -  ~2h  -  19h8 

SfTGAR  DELIVERERS  BY STATES  STW  SIGNIFICANT  CHAggSS 

A  comparison  of  deliveries  of  sugar  by  States  in  the  years  19 kO  and  19^1  compared 
to  19hl  and  in  the  first  quarter  of  19U8  indicates  significant  changes  in  geogra- 
phical distribution  of  domestic  beet  sugar,,  mainland  cane  sugar,  and  direct- 
consumption  sugar  marketed  by  importers. 

Deliveries  of  beet  sugar  during  19kl  represented  21  percent  of  all  sugar  deliveries 
as  opmpared  with  23  percent  and  2k  percent  in  19  UO  and  I9I4I,  respectively.  Beet 
sugar  deliveries  in  the  first  quarter  of  each  of  the  four  years  19k0}  I9I4I,  19U7, 
and  19U8  represented  20  percent,  28  percent,  22  percent,  and  1$.  percent,  respective- 
ly, of  all  sugar  delivered  in  the  United  States.    Sugar  deliveries  by  cane  refiners 
during  19^7  comprised  71  percent  of  ail  sugar  compared  to  66  percent  and  69  percent; 
in  the  19^0  and  I9I4I  periods,  respectively.    First  quarter  comparisons  reflect  cane 
sugar  as  68  percent,  66  percent,  io  percent,  and  77  percent  of  all  sugar  delivered 
in  those  periods.    Importers  of  direct-consumption  sugar  accounted  for  7  percent  of 
all  sugar  in  19li7  compared  to  10  percent  and  7  percent  in  19k0  and  19Ul,  respective- 
ly.   Deliveries  during  the  first  three  months  of  the  four  years  compared  as  follows: 
11  percent,  £  percent,  6  percent,  and  $  percent,  respectively.    Deliveries  by  main- 
land cane  mills  were  1.5  percent  of  all  sugar  in  19a7  compared  to  1,1  and  0.7  per- 
cent in  19k0  and'  I9I4I,  respectively.     Deliveries  in  the  respective  first  quarters 
were  1.7  percent,  0.5  percent,  0.2  percent,  and  0.2  percent. 

In  26  States  comprising  the  bulk  of  the  beet  sugar  marketing  area,  beet  sugar  de- 
liveries in  19kl  represented  in  \$  instances  a  larger  percentage  of  all  sugar  than 
the  amount  delivered  in  those  States  during  1914-0,  In  10  instances,  the  percentage 
was  smaller  and  in  the  remaining  State  there  was  no  change.  Compared  to  I9I4I,  de- 
liveries during  19U7  were  greater  in  only  11  instances  and  smaller  in  15.  Beet 
sugar  represented  a  greater  proportion  of  all  sugar  delivered  in  19U7  than  in  I9I4O 
in  States  aoirth  of  and  including  Washington,  Nevada,  Utah,  Colorado,  Nebraska, 
Iowa,  Illinois,  and  Michigan.  In  11  of. these  same  1$  States,  beet  sugar  again 
represented  a  larger  proportion  when  comparing  19  kl  with  19kl*  Idaho,  Colorado, 
Illinois,  and  Michigan  of  the  15>  States  showed  changes  indicating  a  smaller  per- 
centage of  beet  sugar  of  all  sugar  when  19*47  is  compared  with  I9I4I. 

In  Oregon,  California,  Arizona,  Mew  Mexico,  Texas,  Oklahoma,  Arkansas,  Kansas, 
Indiana,  and  Ohio,  beet  sugar  constituted  a  smaller  percentage  of  all  sugar  deliv 
in  19k7  in  those  States  than  in  both  19i|0  and  19hl.    Missouri,  which  showed  no 
change  when  comparing  19k7  deliveries  to  those  of  I9.I4O,  reflects  a  smaller  percent- 
age when  19  bl  is  compared  to  I9I4I.     In  only  two  States,  North  Dakota  and  Washington, 
were  beet  sugar  deliveries  larger  percentage-wise  in  the  first  quarter  of  191*8 
than  in  191*0,  l9ill,  or  19^7.    Beet  sugar,  as  percentage  of  total  sugar  delivered, 
showed  successive  gains  in  19U1  and  19kl  over  19^0  in  Washington,  Utah,  South 
Dakota,  North  Dakota,  Nebraska,  Minnesota,  and  Iowa,    Successively  lower  percentages 
were  recorded  in  Arkansas  and  Ohio. 

Cane  refiners  (other  than  refiners  of  Mainland  cane)  were  the  predominant  supplier 
during  19lj0,  I9I4I,  19u7,  and  the  first  quarter  of  19U8  in  the  majority  of  States. 
Their  deliveries  were  greater  than  those  of  other  groups  of  primary  distributors 
except  in  Colorado,  Idaho,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Michigan,  Minnesota,  Montana,  Nebraska, 
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North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Utah,  Washington,  and  Wyoming.     They  were  the  pre- 
dominant suppliers  in  Missouri  except  in  19hl  and  in  "Wisconsin  except  in  19U7; 
beet  sugar  predominated' in'  these  States  during  the  years  shown.    In  New  Mexico, 
Oklahoma,  and  Oregon  in  19U7  and  the  first  quarter  of  19l|8,  cane  refiners  de- 
livered greater  percentages  of  total  sugar  than  other  types  of  primary  distribu- 
tors.   In  19hlj  19U7,  and  the  first  quarter  of  19^8,  cane  refiners'  deliveries 
predominated  in  Florida  but  in  19U0  deliveries  by  importers  predominated. 

Sugar  produced  from  cane  grown  in  Louisiana  and  Florida  (mainland  cane)  was 
delivered-  principally  in  those  two  States  and  Arkansas,  Tennessee.  Alabama,  and 
Illinois  in  19l|0,  19tiL,  19h7 ,  and  the  first  quarter  of  19U8.     Deliveries  during 
the  first- quarter  are  generally  heavy  in  Arkansas,  Tennessee,  and  Florida  and  fre- 
quently so  in  Alabama.    This  accounts  for  the  higher  percentages  shown  for  the 
first  quarter  of  I9I48  as  compared  to  the  full  years  of  I9I1O,  19'lH9  and  19U7. 

Importers  of  direct-consumption  sugar  generally  deliver  principally  to  buyers  in 
the  Eastern  seaboard  States  from  Florida  to  New  York.    Deliveries  to  West  Coast 
States  were  made  in  19h0  and  I9I4I  but  in  19U7  only  1  percent  of  deliveries  in 
Oregon  and  California  represented  imported  direct-consumption  sugar  while  no 
deliveries  were  made  in  iTashington.    The  11  percent  of  deliveries  in  Oregon  during 
the  first  quarter  of  19^8  was  composed  of  raw  sugar  for  direct  consumption  or  use 
in  industrial  manufacturing.    Importers'  sugar  was  also  shipped  to  Ohio,  West 
/irginia,  arid  Vermont  in  19U7* 
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Table  15       Percentage  of  Beet  Sugar  to  all  Sugar  Distributed 
in  26  Major  Beet  Sugar  Marketing  States,  19 UO, 
 19 Ul,  19U7  and  First  Quarter  19U8  


19U8 

State   19U0  19hl  19^7  First  Quarter 
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91 

89 
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83 

87 

90 

75 

Kansas 

80 

61 
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Minnesota 

76 

79 
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76 

Iowa 

67 
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57 

Missouri 
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Michigan 
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Table  16       Percentage  of  Mainland  Cane  Sugar  to  All  Sugar  Distributed 
in  6  Major  Mainland  Cane  Sugar  Marketing  States 
 19U0.  19U1.  19U7.  and  First  Quarter  19U8  


State 

Louisiana 

Arkansas 

Tennessee 

Alabama 

Florida 

Illinois 


19U0 

9 
8 
6 
1 
5 
2 


19U1 

7 
1 

2 
1 

7 
1 


19U8 

19U7  First  Quarter  1/ 

6  9 

li  11 

2  6 

5  io 

5  16 

9  12 


1/  These  percentages  are  usually  higher  for  the  first  quarter  than  for 
the  entire  vear. 


Table  17,       Percentage  of  Importer-Distributed  Sugar  to  All  Sugar 
Distributed  in  16  Major  Imported-Sugar  Marketing 
States  -  19U0,  19U1,  19U7  and  First  Quarter 

 :  12JiS  

19U8 


State 

19U0 

19U1 

19U7 

First  Quarter 

Alabama 

23 

lh 

1 

2 

Florida 

5U 

Ik 

m 

25 

Georgia 

8 

3 

21 

1 

North  Carolina 

,31 

18 

20 

5 

Virginia 

37 

2h 

28 

1U 

Maryland 

32 

20 

28 

12 

Pennsylvania 

17 

15 

15 

1U 

New  Jersey 

6 

10 

6 

New  York 

20 

13 

9 

8 

West  Virginia 

1 

3 

18 

h 

Ohio 

u 

h 

12 

7 

Vermont 

12 

11 

3 

Washington 

22 

21 

0 

0 

Oregon 

13 

9 

1 

11 

California 

8 

5 

1 

0 

Arizona 

11 

6 

0 

0 

Sugar  Reports  -  28  -  July  1948 

PRIMARY  DISTRIBUTORS '  STOCKS  INCREASE  IN  RELATION 
 TO  DISTRIBUTION  

Primary  distributors'  stocks  of  sugar  on , June  30,  1948,  were  the  highest 
in  relation  to  distribution  for  the  first  six  months  of  the  year  that  they 
have  been  since  1945.    In  tonnage  (1,443,000  short  tons,  raw  value)  the 
June  30  stocks  were  the  highest  since  1942  and  were  about  2^  times  as 
large  as  the  low  stocks  of  June  30,  1945 •    However,  these  stocks  are  still 
low  in  relation  to  those  of  the  years  1938  to  1941  when  sugar  prices  were 
rising.    Since  1945,  June  30  stocks  have  risen  steadily,  both  actually  and 
as  related  to  distribution  for  the  first  six  months. 

Percentage  variations  of  June  30  stocks,  when  compared  to  distribution  for 
the  ensuing  six  months,  have  not  been  as  great. 

Table  18       COMPARISON  OF  JUNE  30  SUGAR  STOCKS  OF  PRIMARY  DISTRIBUTORS 
WITH  SEMI-ANNUAL  AND  ANNUAL  DISTRIBUTION  1935-1948 

Stocks  6/30  Distribution  (000  s.t.)  Stocks  6/30  as  %  of  Distribution 

Year     (000  s.t.)      1st  6  mos.    2nd  6  mos.    Year       1st  6  mos.    2nd  6  mos.  Year 


1937 

1,479 
1,679 

3,330 

3,341 

6,671 

44.4 

44.3  _ 

22.2  I 

38 

2,905 
2,962 

3,738 

6^643 

57.8 

44.9 

25.3  i 

39 

2,020 
2,046 

3,906 

6,868 

68.2 

51.7 

29.4 

40 

3,077 

3,814 

6,891 

66.5 

53.6 

29.7  1 

41 

1,968 

3,994 

4,075 

8,069 

49.3 

48.3 

24.4  1 

42 

1,556 

2,474 
2,844 

2,992 

5,466 
6,335 

62.9 

52,0 

28.5 

43 

1,408 

3,491 

49.5 

40.3 

22.2  f 

44 

1,200 
643 

3,203 
3,336 

3,944 

7,147 

37.5 

30.4 

16.8 

45 

2,704 

6,040 

19.3 

23.8 

10.6  I 

46 

861 

2,694 

2,927 

5,621 

32.0 

29.4 

15.3 

47 

1,104 

3,360 

4,088 

7,448 

32.9 

27.0 

14.8 

48 

1,443  p 

3,249 

44.4 

Avg,1937- 

47  1,451  3,107  3,547  6,654  46.7  40.9  21.8 
Avg.  1937- 

48  1,450  3,119  .  46.5 
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HOUSEHOLD  SUGAR  INVENTORIES 

As  a  means  of  acquiring  information  on  household  supplies  of  sugar,  a  previously 
unmeasured  part 'of  "invisible  stocks," 'the  Sugar  Branch  has  undertaken,  through 
the  Bureau  of  the  Census,  to  obtain  estimates  of  stocks  of  sugar  in  private  house- 
holds.   Following  is  the  report  compiled  from  information  collected  during  the 
week  ended  June  18,  1°U8»    In  undertaking  to  evaluate  the  information,  the  qualifl 
cations  stated  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  should  be  kept  in  mind. 

"SUGAR  INVENTORIES  OF  PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS 


."The  sugar  ^supply  of  households  in  the  United  States  was  estimated 
at  307  million  pounds  according  to  results  of  a  sample  survey  con- 
ducted in  June  1°U8,  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.    About  three-fourths  of  the  households  had  7  or  less 
pounds  of  sugar  on  hand.    Among  all  households,  the  average  amount 
of  sugar  was  7  2  pounds.     The  average  number  of  pounds  on  hand  in 
rural-farm  households  was-  approximately  twice  as  large  as  that  of 
the  rural-nonfarm  or  urban  households. 

"The  results  of  the  survey  are  subject  to  errors  of  response  and 
nonresponse  as  well  as  sampling  variability  which  may  be  large  in 
cases  where  the  quantities  shown  are  relatively  small.  Therefore 
the  smaller  estimates  should  be  used  with  caution  as  indicated  in 
the  section  on  source  of  reliability  of  the  estimates. 


Table  20A' 


"SUGAR  SUPPLY  IN  PRIVATE  HOUSEHOLDS 
 .  JANE,  19UQ  


Area 


United  States 


Total 
(millions 
of  pounds) 

c  307 


Average  per 
household 
(pounds) 

7i 


Table  20B 


Urban  .     .    Ih9  6 

Rural-nonfarm  ....      66  7§ 
Rural-farm   92  13  J. 

"PERCENTAGE  DISTRIBUTION  OF  HOUSEHOLDS  BY  SIZE 
 OF  SUGAR  SUPPLY:     JUNE,  19h8  '  

Number  of  pounds  of  sugar  Households 


Total  ........  100.0$ 

2  or  less   ~*  2^.2 

3  to  7   1*8.6 

8  to  12   16.8 

13  and  over   10.  h 


Median 


3>  pounds 
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"DEFINITIONS  OF  TERMS 

"Households, — The  data  presented  here  exclude  rooming  houses,  institutions ,  hotels, 
trailer  camps,  and  similar  places. 

"Urban  and  rural  areas. — The  urban  and  rural  areas  are  those  that  were  classified 
as  urban  or  rural  on  the  basis  of  the  results  of  the  I9.I4O  census.    All  incorporated 
places  having  2,>00  or  more  inhabitants  in  1°U0  were  classified  as  urban,  together 
with  certain  additional  areas  declared  urban  under  special  rules.    All  other  areas 
were  classified  as  rural. 

"Farm  and  nonfarm  classification.— The  classification  of  the  rural  households  as 
farm  and  nonfarm  Is  based  on  residence  at  the  time  of  the  enumeration,  not  on 
whether  the  person  was  engaged  in  agricultural  work.     Thus,  the  rural-farm  house- 
holds are  those  living  on  farms  in  June,  19U8,  in  areas  that  were  classified  as 
rural  in  19U0.    Rural-nonfarm  households  live  in  a  wide  variety  of  places  ranging 
from  isolated  areas  in  the  open  country  to  unincorporated  and  small  incorporated 
places  adjacent  to  large  cities. 

"SOURCE  ;\ND  RELIABILITY"  OF  THE  ESTIMATES 

"The  estimates  presented  here  are  based  on  data  obtained  in  connection  with  the 
3ensus  Bureau's  monthly  population  sample  survey,  the  sample  consisting  of  about 
?5j000  households  located  in  68  areas  in  J42  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
The  information  was  obtained  by  personal  interview  wit1"!  one  representative  of  each 
household,  usually  the  housewife. 

'Since  the  estimates  are  based  on  sample  data,  they  are  subject  to  sampling  varia- 
bility.   For  example,  the  sugar  supply  in  households  was  estimated  at  307  million 
sounds.    The  chances  are  about  19  out  of  20  that  a  complete  census  would  have 
fielded  a  figure  between  288  million  and  326  million  pounds.     The  average  number  of 
sounds  of  sugar  per  household  was  estimated  at  7 \  pounds,  and  the  chances  are  about 
9  out  of  20  that  a  complete  census  would  have  yielded  a  figure  between  7  and  8 
rounds.    The  sampling  variability  of  estimated  percentages  is  indicated  by  the 
'ollowing  table.    The  chances  are  about  19  out  of  20  that  the  difference  between 
:he  estimated  percentage  and  the  percentage  which  would  have  been  obtained  from  a 
:omplete  census  is  less  than  the  sampling  variability  shown  below. 

"Estimated  Percentage  - Sampl in g  Var iab il ity 
10  0.8 
&  1.3 
50  1.5 
75  1.3 

addition  to  sampling  variability,  the  estimates  are  subject  to  biases  due  to 
:rrors  of  response  and  to  nonreporting.    These  biases  may  be  particularly  large  in  a 
survey  such  as  this,    Respondents'  replies  are  not  always  accurate  and  may  be  in- 
luenced  by  such  personal  factors  as  fear  of  rationing,  fear  of  disapproval  if  the 
ictual  number  of  pounds  of  sugar  on  hand  were  reported,  and  the  feeling  that  the 
;overnment  has  no  right  to  ask  such  a  personal  question.     The  possible  effect  of  such 
>iases  is  not  included  in  the  measures  of  reliability  shown  above," 
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GREATER  PART  OF  COC  19U8-CROP  SUGAR  SHIPPED 

About  600,000  short  tons  of  19i|8-crop  raw  sugar  of  the  1,055,611  tons 
purchased  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  has  been  shipped  to  United 
States  Army  occupied  areas  and  to  countries  participating  in  the  U.S. 
Foreign  Aid  Program  through  June  30,  19 U8.    Shipments  have  been  made  to 
Japan,  Korea,  Germany,  Austria,  and  Italy.    Approximately  U55,000  short 
tons  remain  to  be  shipped  out  of  the  total  19U8-crop  sugar  purchased 
from  Cuba,  Peru,  and  Java, 

Table  21/  shows  that  558,265  short  tons  of  the  1,000,000  tons  pur- 
chased from  Cuba  have  already  been  shipped.    All  of  tine  sugar  purchased 
from  Peru  has  been  shipped  to  Japan  and  Korea  for  use  by  the  civilian 
population  in  those  occupied  areas.    Javan  sugar,  when  shipped,  vn.ll  be 
used  in  the  Japanese  areas.    All  sugar  shipped  to  Austria  and  Italy  under 
the  U.S.  Foreign  Aid  Program  was  out  of  the  Cuban  purchase. 


Table  21 


TOTAL  SHIPMENTS  OF  19U8-CROP  SUGAR  UNDER 
U.S.  ARMY  AND  U.S. . FOREIGN  AID  PROGRAMS 
THROUGH  JUNE  30,  19U8 
  (Short  tons,  raw  value)  


Program  and 


Source 


Destination 

Cuba 

Peru 

Java 

Total 

U.S.  Army 

Japan 

225, 53U 

28,951 

0 

25U,U85 

Korea 

17,783 

9,860 

0 

27,6h3 

Germany 

221,979 

0 

0 

22l;,979 

Subtotal 

1*68,296 

38,811 

0 

507,107 

U.S.  Foreign  Aid 

Austria 

29,200 

0 

0 

29,200 

Italy 

60,769 

0 

0 

60,769 

Subtotal 

8^,969 

0 

0 

8^,9^ 

TOTAL 

558,265 

38,811 

0 

597,076 
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PAYf.li NTS  TO  GRO'ERS  UNDER  SUGAR  PROGRAMS  ALMOST- COMPLETED  FOR.  19^7 


Conditional  payments  to  be  made  under  the  19^7  Sugar  Programs  are  nearing  comple- 
tion in  all  areas  except  Puerto  Rico,  where  they  arc  made  during  the  fall  months. 
Payments  in  the  domestic  beet  area,  are  not  as  complete  as  they  are  in  the  cane 
areas  because  of  the  fact-  that  an  estimated  42,000,000  remains'  to-  be  paid  to 
growers  in  the  Imperial  Valley  of  California.    In  this  area  the  crop  is  planted  in 
the  fall  and  harvested  in  the  late  spring. 

When  all  payments  have  been  made  on  the  19h7  programs,. it  is  estimated  that  52.6 
percent  will  go  to  growers  in  domestic  sugar  beet  areas,  10.1  percent  to  domestic 
cane  growers  and  the  remaining  37.3  percent  to  Insular  cane  areas. 


Table  22 


Area 


Continental  Beet  Area 
Continental  Cane  Area 
Insular  Cane  Areas : 
Puerto  Rico  (19U6-U7) 
"  Hawaii 

Virgin  Islands 
ALL  AREAS 


19U7  SUGAR  ACT  PATENTS 

Applicaticns  Paid 

.   as  of  June  18 

Amount    "^Paid  of  nisi".  Total 


%29,  khh,  886 
6,093,281 

li>,979,li71 
8,107,110 

!>57c3o^392 


tr..  Be  Paid 

— w. 


.7 
96.3 

99.2 
99.9 
1.00.00 
9U.0 


%  of  Total  Sugar 

Act  Payments 
ant  %  of  Tot.  Sugar 
tAot  ■Payments 
'532,813,317   ~  ^27T" 
6,325^69  10.1 


15,100,000 
8,110,000 

W,392,930 


2I4.2 
13.0 
0.1 
100.0 


PRODUCER-PAYEES  IN  GTJfiiR  PROGRAMS 


Practically  all  of  the  producers  of  sugar  beets  and  sugarcane  in  the  domestic 
sugar -producing  areas  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Sugar  Act  for  conditional  payments. 
Consequently,  the  number  of  producer-payee's  under  the  Sugar  Act  programs  consti- 
tutes, with  few  exceptions,  the  total  number  of  producers  of  these  crops. 

Table  23   shows  the  number  of  pavees  and  nercentares  in  each  area  for  each  crop, 
1937  tr  rough  19U8. 

The  number  of  producers  in  the  sugar  beet  area  fluctuates  directly  with  the  total 
acreage.    Although  growers  in  domestic  cane  areas  have  decreased  about  30  percent 
m  number  since  1938,  total  acreage  of  sugarcane  has  remained  about  the  same,  A 
considerable  number  of  persons  in  Hawaii  .who  formerly  worked  part  time  on  sugar 
iiotapany  plantations  while  growing  cane  as  adherent  planters  are  now  engaged  as 
laborers  exclusively.    This  is  the  principal  reason  for  the  large  decrease  in  num- 
bers of  producer-payees  in  Hawaii.    The  number  of  producers  in  Puerto  Rico  has  re- 
pined relatively  stable.    The  payment  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  did  not  apply 
to  the  Virgin  Islands  until  19U20 
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Table  ^ 

NUMBER  OF  PRODUCER- PAYEES  PARTICIPATING  IN  SUGAR  ACT  PROGRAMS  1937-1+8 


Program 
1937 

193& 

1939 

191+0 

191+1 

191+2 

191+3 

191+1+ 

191+5 

191+6 

1917 
191+8 


Continental 
Peet  Area 

614,887 
'  70.5$ 

77,1+89 
71.7/o 

78a6U7 ' 
71.31 

7U,689 
71.i+$ 

67,197 
'68.9$ 

78,038 
71.8$ 

50,372 
63.  h% 

50,106 
61+.  2$ 

55,306 

59,31+7 
70. 2$ 

65,000-::- 

71.5$ 

62,500* 

69.5$ 


Continental 
Cane  Area 

16,587 
18.0$ 

16,926 
15.7$ 

17,728 
16.1$ 

15,675 
15.0$ 

1U,5U9 
lh.9% 

lii,365 
13.256 

13,383 
16.9$ 

12,686 
16.3$ 

0 

10,365 

12*8$ 

10,178 
12.0$ 

10,500* 
11.5$ 

n,55o 
12.7$ 


Hawaii      Puerto  Rico     Virgin  Islands  Total 


1,071  . 
1.2$ 

2,097 
1.9$ 

2,062 
1.9$ 

2,085 
2.0$ 

1,898 
2.0^ 

1,796 
-  1.6$ 

1,81+0 
2.3$ 

1,605 
2.0$ 

1,1+UO 
1.8$ 

i,ol+5 

1.2$ 

1,1+35 
1.6$ 

1,500-5;- 
1.7$ 


9,1+71 
10.3$ 

11,580 

10.7$ 

11,807 
10.7$ 

12,096 
11.6$ 

13,81+0 
ll+.2$ 

13,778 
12.7$ 

13,090 
16.5$ 

13,039 
16.7$ 

13,191+ 
16.3$ 

13,500 
16.0$ 

13,500* 
ll+.8$ 

li+,000* 
15.5$ 


0 


0 


780 

0.7$ 

692 
0.9$ 

60I+ 
0.8$ 

521 
0.7$ 

512 
0.6$ 

531+ 
0.6$ 

550* 
0.6$ 


92,016 
108,092 
110,21+1+ 

iol+,51+5 
97,1+81+ 

108,757 
79,377 
78,01+0 
80,826 
81+,582 
90,969* 
89,950* 


*  Estimated. 
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MARKETING  RESEARCH  ON  SUGAR 
An  analysis  of  the  competitive  relationships  between  corn  sugar  and 
sirup  and  cane  and  beet  sugars  and  sirups  is  one  of  the  Research  and  Marketing 
Act  projects  currently  being  undertaken  by  the  Sugar  Branch*    Primary  objec- 
tives of  this  study  are  to  determine  quantitatively  the  use  of  com  sugar,  corn 
sirup,  and  dry  and  liquid  cane  and  beet  sugar  used  as  sweetening  agents  by  the 
various  industrial  users;  and  to  ascertain  the  factors  governing  the  choice  of 
sweetener  or  combination  of  sweeteners  used,    In  addition  to  the  statistical 
information  relative  to  prices  and  usage  of  the  different  sweeteners,  informa- 
tion on  the  relative  physical  and  chemical  properties  of  each  type  of  sweet- 
ener is  being  assembled.    Users  of  sugars  in  the  leading  industrial-use 
categories,  such  as  confectionery,  baking,  ice  cream,  and  soft  drinks,  are 
being  interviewed  for  first-hand  information  relative  to  their  experience  with 
the  various  sweeteners,    A  series  of  reports  on  the  usage  of  sweeteners  in  cer- 
tain trades  will  be  issued  during  the  coming  year,  and  digests  of  these  reports 
will  appear  in  subsequent  issues  of  Sugar  Reports. 

Two  additional  research  projects  on  sugar  have  been  approved  for  initia- 
tion during  the  current  fiscal  year.     The  first  of  these  is  a  project  relating 
to  the  development  of  marketing  standards  for  sirups,  edible  molasses,  and 
liquid  sugar*    The  primary  objective  of  this  project  is  the  development  of 
specifications  and  grading  standards  for  commercial  use  in  grading  the  various 
types  of  sirups,  molasses,  and  liquid  sugar.     The  second  new  project  pertains 
to  a  survey  and  analysis  of  the  sugar  marketing  structure  and  possibilities 
for  improvements  in  marketing  methods  and  practices  and  of  reducing  marketing 
costs.     The  object  of  this  study  is  to  analyze  the  present  practices  and  methods 
used  in  marketing  sugar,  sugarcane,  and  sugar  beets,  and  to  determine  if 
marketing  costs  may  be  reduced  by  improved  methods  and  practices. 
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ENTRIES  .AND  MARKETINGS  OF  SUGAR  IN  CONTINENTAL  UNITED  5  TATES — 1937-47 

Note:  ;  Sugar  produced  from  sugarcane  and  sugar  beets  grown  in  the  continental 
United  States  is  "marketed"  when  delivered  for  the  first  time  in  accordance  with 
the  definition  of  marketing  contained  in  General  Sugar  Regulations,  Series  3,  No,  2, 
as  amended.    Sugar  produced  in  areas  outside  the  continental  United  States  is 
"entered"  when  released  to  the  importer' by,  Collectors  of  Customs.  v 

In  1947,  Cuba  supplied  slightly  more  than  half  of  the  sugar  entered  and  marketed 
En  the  United  States.    This  contrasts  with  31.4  percent  in  1937  and  25.9  percent  in 
L939  when  Cuba's  percentage  contribution  to  U.S.  supplies  was  its  lowest  in  the  li- 
near period,  1937-1947. 

Continental  cane  and  beet  areas  in  the  1937-47  period  furnished  from  one^quarter 
jo  one-third  of  U.S.  supplies.    Cane  and  beet  sugar  produced  in  the§.e  areas  comprised 
pom  24.1  percent  to  38»0  percent  of  the -total  during  the  11-year  period^    In  1947, 
*he  quantity  amounted  to  25.2  percent  of  the  total. 

The  insular    areas  of  Hawaii, Puerto  Rico,  and  Virgin  Islands  have  supplied 
Lpproximately  a  quarter  of  the  sugar  supplies  for  the  years  1937-1947,    While  there 
lave  been  wide  fluctuations  in  the  amounts  supplied  by  ;each  of  the  three  individual 
ireas,  the  total  amount  from  the  islands  has  ranged  between  22*3  and  28,6  percent  in 
.944  and  1942,  respectively. 

Sugar  from  the  Philippines  comprised'10  to  15  percent  of  U,S.  entries  and  market- 
ings in  the  period  1937-1941.    The  vmr  in  the  Philippines  resulted  in  no  supplies 
from  that  area  during  the  years  1943  to  1947,  inclusive, 

Direct-Consumption  Sugar  —  Cuba,  has  also  been  the  predominant  off-shore  supplier 
If  direct-consumption  sugar  in  the  period  1937-1947.    Of  the  four  areas  (Hawaii, 
>uerto  ^ico,  Cuba,  and  the  Philippines)  for  which  direct-consumption  quotas  were  es- 
tablished by  the  Sugar  Acts  of  1937  and  1948,  Cuba  has  supplied' 60  to  80  percent  of 
he  direct-consumption  imports  entered  into  the  U.S.  from  these  areas.    Total  imports 
lave  averaged  about  540,000,  short  tons  (raw  value)  annually.    Imports  of  direct— 
sonsumption  sugars  from  the  Philippines  dropped  from  an  average,  of  about  66,000  short 
ions-  during  the  1937-1941  period  to  1,251  tons  in  1942.'  From  1943  through  the  end  of 
.947,  no  direct-consumption  sugar  was  received  from  the  Philippines 0    The  second 
.argest  supplier  of  direct-consumption  sugar  has  been  Puerto  Rico  whose  shipments 
isave  averaged  about  122,000  tons  annually© 

Entries  from  Full-Duty  Countries  -  Foreign  suppliers  (other  than  Cuba  and  the 
hilippines )  have  accounted  for  only  relatively  small  portions  of  sugar  entered  and 
larketed  in  the  U.S.    Among  these  full-duty  countries,  Peru  has  been  the  predominant 
nd  most  consistent  supplier,  entering  seme  sugar" in  each  of  the  years  1937-1947, 
accept'  for  1944.    The  Dominican  Republic,' the'" next  supplier  from  point  of  volume , 
ntered  sugar  in  each  year  through  1941c    Since  then  shipments  have  been  made  to  the 
f.S,  only  in  1943  and  1944*    Twenty-one  other  countries  have  entered  sugar  in  varying 
mounts  and  at  irregular  yearly  intervals  during  the  period  1937-1947* 

'able  25  '    ENTRIES  AND  MARKETINGS  OF  SUGAR  IN  CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES 
I-  ■     '  -  1937-47,  Showing  Sources  by  Supply  Area   

Total 

short   Percent  SupjxLied_b£  Areas  Listed  

tons  (raw        Continental  areas.  Insular 

Year        value) a/     Total     Cane.     Beet  areas,  b/      Philippines       Cjjba  0£h|r 

1937  6,860,609       25.1       7*2     18.1        27,5  14.5  31.4  1*J 

1938  6  618  861      28,7       6.8     21,9        26.1  14.8  29.3  1.1 

1939  7  465  469       32*1       7.9     24.2        28.1  13.1  25.9  0*8 

1940  6',443,211      30.4      6„3     24.1        27.0  15*2  27.1  0„3 

1941  8  008  117       29,5       5.1     24*4        23,7  10.7    -         33.7  2.4 

1942  5,555,699       38.0  ■". 7*3     30.7        28,6  0.4  ?203  0.7 

1943  6!466!l90  30,7  7ol  23.6  23.3  0  44.2  1.8 
194/       6^9411213       24.1       7-4     16,7        22.3                0                .52.1  1.5 

^996  234     ..54*3  '     6.9     17.4        27.5       ;         Q  .  46.7  1.5 

1946  5*656^721  .    32.3       7.9     24.4        26.6     •  -      .0  40.3  0*B 

1947  7.757^754  •     25.2       4,9     20.3.      23.4:     /  ..  '  0  -,50.8  0.6 
a/Data  for  years  '37,  '38.  '40,  &  '41  are  charges-  against  quotas;  quo-tas  not  in  el- 
-^fect  Sept.  ll-Dec/31,  *39,  and  Apr.  13,  '42 -Dec.  31,  !47.  b/Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 

and  Virgin  Islands. 
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